This study evaluated the effectiveness of the InnerChange Freedom Initiative The results imply that faith-based correctional programs can reduce recidivism, but only if they apply evidence-based practices that focus on providing a behavioral intervention within a therapeutic community, addressing the criminogenic needs of participants, and delivering a continuum of care from the institution to the community. Given that InnerChange relies heavily on volunteers and program costs are privately funded, the program exacts no additional costs from the State of Minnesota. Yet, because InnerChange lowers recidivism, which includes reduced reincarceration and victimization costs, the program may be especially advantageous from a cost-benefit perspective.
Introduction
The beneficial effects of religious involvement are numerous. Existing research generally shows, for example, that religiosity is associated with higher educational attainment; increased levels of hope, purpose, and sense of well-being; longer lifespan; reduced hypertension; less depression; reduced likelihood of suicide; lower levels of drug and alcohol use and abuse; less promiscuous sexual behaviors; lower rates of divorce; and higher levels of satisfaction among married couples (Chatters, 2000; Ellison and Levin, 1998; George, Larson, Koenig, and McCullough, 2000; Johnson, Tompkins, and Webb, 2002; McCullough and Willoughby, 2009; Sherkat and Ellison, 1999) . In short, the empirical evidence suggests that religion not only promotes pro-social behavior, but it also serves as a protective factor that buffers individuals from harmful outcomes.
But do the salutary effects of religion extend to crime and, more narrowly, recidivism? In one of the first empirical studies on the impact of religion on delinquency, Hirschi and Stark (1969) reported that religious beliefs and church attendance were not associated with delinquent behavior among the youths they studied in Richmond, California. In the more than 40 years since the publication of Hirschi and Stark's research, several studies have reported similar findings (Burkett and White, 1974; Cochran, Wood, and Arneklev, 1994; Ellis and Thompson, 1989; Giordano, Longmore, Schroeder, and Seffrin, 2008) , whereas others have found a significant negative association between religiosity and crime (Cochran and Akers, 1989; Elifson, Peterson, and Hadaway, 1983; Evans, Cullen, Dunaway, and Burton, 1995; Evans, Cullen, Burton, Dunaway, Payne, and Kethineni, 1996; Jang and Johnson, 2001; Johnson, Jang, Larson, and De Li, 2001; Stark, Kent, and Doyle, 1982; Stark, 1996) .
On the whole, research has generally found that religiosity is negatively associated with crime and delinquency (Johnson, De Li, Larson, and McCullough, 2000) .
In their meta-analysis of the literature, Baier and Wright (2001) reported that religious behavior and beliefs exert a significant, albeit moderate, deterrent effect on crime. Over the last decade, additional research has found that religious involvement is linked with lower levels of domestic violence (Ellison, Trinitapoli, Anderson, and Johnson, 2007) , desistance from marijuana and hard drug use (Chu, 2007; Chu and Sung, 2008) , decreased crime among African-Americans (Entner Wright and Younts, 2009) , and reduced institutional misconduct for prisoners (Kerley, Mathews, and Blanchard, 2005; Kerley, Allison, and Graham, 2006) .
Although the research by Kerley and colleagues suggests that greater participation in religious services improves institutional behavior for inmates, the evidence is inconclusive as to whether involvement in religious or faith-based prison programming is associated with better recidivism outcomes. In their study of a Prison Fellowship (PF) program that operated in the federal prison system, Young, Gartner, O'Connor, Larson and Wright (1995) found lower recidivism rates among offenders who were trained as volunteer prison ministers. In addition, Sumter (1999) and O'Connor (2003) both found that inmates who were frequently involved in prison religious activities were significantly less likely to be rearrested than those with little or no involvement while incarcerated.
In contrast, other research has shown that while religious programming has a beneficial effect for the most active participants, it does not have a significant effect for all participants. In an evaluation of PF programming in four New York prisons, Johnson, Larson, and Pitts (1997) found no significant difference in reoffending between PF participants and a group of inmates who did not participate in PF programming. Johnson et al. (1997) observed lower recidivism rates, however, for inmates who were the most active participants in Bible studies. In a second study of the same program, Johnson (2004) used a longer follow-up period to analyze recidivism outcomes. Again, the results showed that PF programming did not have a significant overall effect on recidivism.
Inmates with greater levels of Bible study participation, however, were rearrested at a slower pace during the first three years following release from prison. programming (e.g., volunteer-led seminars or Bible studies) focused mainly on religious instruction, the InnerChange program was different to the extent that it attempted to connect spiritual development with educational, vocational, and life skills training (Johnson and Larson, 2003) . The results from the evaluation showed, however, that the program did not significantly reduce recidivism for all offenders who entered the program. Similar to the two aforementioned evaluations of PF programming, Johnson and Larson (2003) reported that offenders who graduated from the program had lower recidivism rates.
Given the findings that program completion is associated with reduced recidivism, a few recent studies have examined the factors that predict completion of faith-based programs. In the preliminary evaluation of the Ridge House residential program in Reno, Nevada, Roman and colleagues (2007) found that an increased sense of a higher power significantly increased the odds of program completion. In the final report published three years later, Willison et al. (2010) reported that program participation did not affect the incidence of rearrest except for "society crimes" (e.g., gambling, disorderly conduct, vagrancy, prostitution, drunkenness, etc.). Furthermore, whereas marital status was the only variable significantly associated with program completion, unmet service needs were positively associated with program failure. And in their evaluation of the Life Connections Program (LCP), a faith-based program provided in five federal correctional facilities, Daggett, Camp, Kwon, Rosenmerkel, and Klein-Saffran (2008) found that scripture reading, perception of self-worth, and degree of desire for community integration significantly increased the odds that participants completed LCP.
Present Evaluation
This study evaluates the InnerChange program for male offenders that has operated in Minnesota's prison system since 2002. The effectiveness of InnerChange is assessed by comparing recidivism outcomes among 366 offenders who participated in the program and 366 offenders who were eligible but did not participate. The 732 offenders were released from Minnesota prisons between 2003 and 2009 and outcome data were collected through 2010, resulting in an average follow-up period of three years. To minimize observable selection bias, propensity score matching (PSM) was used to individually match the non-participants with those who entered InnerChange.
In the following section, this study explores the theoretical framework for the religion-crime relationship before moving on to a brief review of the "what works" literature. Following a detailed description of the InnerChange program in Minnesota, the study hypothesizes why it may have an impact on recidivism. After discussing the data and methods used in this study, the results from the statistical analyses are presented. The report concludes by discussing the implications of the findings for criminological theory and correctional policy and practice.
Hellfire: Religion, Deterrence, and Crime
In what is perhaps the best known formulation of the hypothesized deterrent effect of religion on crime, Hirschi and Stark (1969) proposed in their "hellfire" hypothesis that religiosity deters crime through a system of eternal rewards and punishment (i.e., damnation and hellfire for sinners), which help promote adherence to pro-social beliefs, rites, and rituals. Although research on the connection between religion and crime has been characterized as largely atheoretical Tittle and Welch, 1983) , several major criminological theories have been used to explain the religion-crime relationship. For example, rational choice theory holds that religious individuals are deterred from committing crime because they are, due to their belief system, more likely to experience shame and embarrassment from deviant acts (Grasmick, Bursik, and Cochran, 1991) . With its emphasis on explaining conformity through attachment, commitment, involvement, and belief, social control theory has often been aligned with the hellfire hypothesis. Social learning and differential association theories also point out, however, that individuals committed to religion surround themselves with those who share similar, conventional beliefs, which may inhibit criminal activity by fostering prosocial values, attitudes, and behaviors (Akers, 1998; Sutherland, 1947) .
The social bonds developed through religious involvement may be particularly important in explaining why religiosity is negatively associated with crime. Recent research has shown, for example, that religious involvement increases well-being because individuals are able to build social networks in their congregations or faith communities (Lim and Putnam, 2010) . The literature has demonstrated, moreover, that social support significantly improves recidivism outcomes (Duwe, 2011; Wilson, Cortoni, and McWhinnie, 2009 ). In addition, inmates who are visited in prison are less likely to recidivate (Bales and Mears, 2008; Derzken et al., 2009; Duwe and Clark, 2011) . The Duwe and Clark (2011) study, in particular, found that while visits from certain family members (in-laws, siblings, and fathers) were especially beneficial, visits from clergy and, to a lesser extent, mentors were helpful in reducing recidivism. Strengthening social bonds for offenders may be important not only because it can help prevent them from assuming a criminal identify (Clark, 2001; Rocque, Bierie, and MacKenzie, 2010) , but also because many released prisoners rely on family and friends for employment opportunities, financial assistance, and housing (Berg and Huebner, 2010; Visher, LaVigne, and Travis, 2004) .
"What Works" in Correctional Programming
Just as the study by Hirschi and Stark (1969) cast a long shadow on subsequent religion-crime research, so, too, did the 1974 report by Robert Martinson wherein he proclaimed that "nothing works" in correctional programming. As with the literature on religion and crime, however, a substantial amount of research since the Martinson (1974) report has shown that correctional programming can be effective in reducing recidivism.
The "what works" literature, which has been spearheaded by Canadian researchers such as Paul Gendreau, Don Andrews, and James Bonta, has helped identify what types of programming are most effective in lowering recidivism. The findings from meta-analyses of correctional program evaluations have shown that a number of interventions are effective in reducing recidivism, including cognitive-behavioral therapies (Pearson, Lipton, Cleland, and Yee, 2002) , therapeutic communities (Lipton, Pearson, Cleland, and Yee, 2008) , chemical dependency treatment (Mitchell, Wilson, and MacKenzie, 2007) , sex offender treatment (Lösel and Schmucker, 2005) , educational programming (Wilson, Gallagher, and MacKenzie, 2000) , and vocational/employment programming (Wilson, Gallagher, and MacKenzie, 2000) .
Findings from the "what works" literature also suggest that service delivery is most effective when interventions target the risk, needs, and responsivity of offenders.
The risk principle holds, for example, that treatment interventions should be used primarily with higher-risk offenders (Lowenkamp, Latessa, and Holsinger, 2006) .
Interventions should also target the known dynamic predictors of recidivism, which include criminogenic needs (e.g., attitudes supportive of an antisocial lifestyle, substance abuse, companions, etc.), personal distress (e.g., anxiety, depression, schizophrenia, etc.), and social achievement (e.g., marital status, level of education, employment, etc.) (Gendreau, Little, and Goggin, 1996) . In contrast to static predictors (e.g., gender, race, criminal history, etc.), which cannot change, targeting the criminogenic needs of offenders is more likely to lower recidivism because these are dynamic factors in which changes can be made. In addition to risk and need, treatment interventions should take into account a number of considerations such as using well-trained staff, matching styles and modes of treatment services to the learning styles of offenders, and providing a continuity of care, which includes relapse prevention and aftercare (Dowden, Antonowicz, and Andrews, 2003) . Finally, due to the demonstrated efficacy of cognitivebehavioral interventions, treatment services should be behavioral in nature (Cullen and Gendreau, 2000) . Phase 2 lasts for a minimum of six months, and much of the offender's time is spent working within the facility during the day and attending classes during the evening.
Offenders also are matched with a mentor from the community during this time, and they meet with their assigned mentor on a weekly basis throughout the second phase. Each offender also works with InnerChange counselors to establish reentry goals.
Throughout the in-prison phases, offenders participate in evening programming approximately four nights each week. All evening programming is provided by screened and trained volunteers from local churches and religious organizations. Activities vary considerably, ranging from small group Bible study to discussion of life skills topics. 
Data and Methodology
A retrospective quasi-experimental design was used to determine whether In matching non-participants with those in the InnerChange group and analyzing differences in recidivism outcomes between the two groups, it was imperative to control for recidivism risk. The Level of Service Inventory-Revised (LSI-R), which is designed to predict recidivism, is a validated assessment tool used by the MnDOC. However, not all offenders, including some InnerChange participants, had been administered an LSI-R assessment prior to their release from prison. In fact, 87 percent (366 of 421) of the InnerChange participants received a LSI-R score at some point during their confinement compared to 71 percent (13,188 of 18,462) of the non-participants. Propensity score matching and recidivism analyses were conducted both with and without LSI-R data, and the results were very similar for both sets of analyses. Still, because the LSI-R data add another layer of control, the study presents findings from the analyses that included LSI-R data. The results from the analyses that excluded the LSI-R data can be obtained from the MnDOC, however, upon request. After excluding those without LSI-R data, there were 13,484 offenders in the sample. Of these, 366 were InnerChange participants while the remaining 13,188 offenders were eligible for InnerChange but did not participate.
Dependent Variable Recidivism
In this study, recidivism was defined as a 1) rearrest, 2) reconviction, 3) reincarceration for a new sentence, or 4) revocation for a technical violation of release conditions. It is important to emphasize that the first three recidivism variables strictly measure new criminal offenses. In contrast, technical violation revocations (the fourth measure) represent a broader measure of rule-breaking behavior. Offenders can have their supervision revoked for violating the conditions of their supervised release. Because these violations can include activity that may not be criminal in nature (e.g., use of alcohol, failing a community-based treatment program, failure to maintain agent contact, failure to follow curfew, etc.), technical violation revocations do not necessarily measure reoffending.
Recidivism data were collected on offenders through December 31, 2010.
Considering that offenders from both the InnerChange and comparison groups were released between August 2003 and December 2009, the follow-up time for the offenders examined in this study ranged from one year to a little more than seven years. At 38 months, the average follow-up time for the 732 offenders in this study was a little more than three years. Data on arrests and convictions were obtained electronically from the Minnesota Bureau of Criminal Apprehension. Reincarceration and revocation data were derived from the Correctional Operations Management System (COMS) database maintained by the MnDOC. The main limitation with using these data is that they measure only arrests, convictions or incarcerations that took place in Minnesota. As a result, the findings presented later likely underestimate the true recidivism rates for the offenders examined here.
To accurately measure the total amount of time offenders were actually at risk to reoffend (i.e., "street time"), it was necessary to account for supervised release revocations in the recidivism analyses. More specifically, for the three recidivism variables that strictly measure new criminal offenses (rearrest, reconviction, and new offense reincarceration), it was necessary to deduct the amount of time they spent in prison for technical violation revocations from their total at-risk period. Failure to deduct time spent in prison as a supervised release violator would artificially increase the length of the at-risk periods for these offenders. Therefore, to achieve a more accurate measure of "street time," the time that an offender spent in prison as a supervised release violator was subtracted from his at-risk period, but only if it preceded a rearrest, a reconviction, a reincarceration for a new offense, or if the offender did not recidivate prior to January 1,
2011.

Independent Variables
The main objective of this evaluation is to determine whether InnerChange has had an impact on recidivism. For this variable, InnerChange participants were assigned a value of "1", whereas those in the comparison group received a value of "0". As shown later, this study also looks at whether recidivism outcomes varied by program outcome (completion or drop out). It is worth noting that InnerChange considers graduates to be offenders who complete all three phases of the program. Like Johnson and Larson (2003) , this definition of completion was considered to be overly restrictive. As a result, for the purposes of the analyses conducted here, completers were regarded as offenders who, at the time of release from prison, were either successfully participating or had completed the first two in-prison phases of the program. InnerChange drop outs, then, consisted of those offenders who quit or were terminated from the program prior to their release from prison.
The independent, or control, variables included in the statistical models were those that were not only available in the COMS database but also might theoretically have an impact on recidivism. A description of the covariates used in the statistical models can be found in Table 1 .
Propensity Score Matching
Propensity score matching (PSM) is a method that estimates the conditional probability of selection to a particular treatment or group given a vector of observed covariates (Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1985) . The predicted probability of selection, or propensity score, is typically generated by estimating a logistic regression model in which selection (0 = no selection; 1 = selection) is the dependent variable while the predictor variables consist of those that theoretically have an impact on the selection process. Once estimated, the propensity scores are then used to match individuals who entered treatment with those who did not. Thus, an advantage with using PSM is that it can simultaneously "balance" multiple covariates on the basis of a single composite score.
In matching InnerChange participants with non-participants on the conditional probability of entering InnerChange, PSM reduces selection bias by creating a counterfactual estimate of what would have happened to the InnerChange offenders had they not participated in the program. PSM has several limitations, however, that are worth noting. First, and foremost, because propensity scores are based on observed covariates, PSM is not robust against "hidden bias" from unmeasured variables that are associated with both the assignment to treatment and the outcome variable. For example, given that InnerChange is a voluntary program, PSM would be unable to control for unobserved covariates arising from self-selection bias that have significant effects on both selection to the program and recidivism. Second, there must be substantial overlap among propensity scores between the two groups in order for PSM to be effective (Shadish, Cook & Campbell, 2002) ; otherwise, the matching process will yield incomplete or inexact matches. Finally, as Rubin (1997) points out, PSM tends to work best with large samples.
Although somewhat limited by the data available, an attempt was made to address potential concerns over unobserved bias by including as many theoretically-relevant covariates (27) as possible in the propensity score model. In addition, this study later demonstrates there was substantial overlap in propensity scores between the treated and untreated offenders. Further, the sample size limitation was addressed by assembling a large number of cases (N = 13,484) on which to conduct the propensity score analyses.
Matching InnerChange Participants and Non-Participants
Propensity scores were calculated for the 366 InnerChange participants and the 13,188 non-participants in the comparison group pool by estimating a logistic regression model in which the dependent variable was participation in InnerChange. The predictors were the 27 control variables used in the statistical analyses (see Table 1 ). The results show there are a number of factors that predicted whether offenders entered InnerChange.
White offenders, younger offenders, inmates who reported a Christian affiliation (e.g., Catholic, Baptist, Lutheran, and Other Christian), drug offenders, and those with longer lengths of stay in prison had significantly greater odds of entering InnerChange.
Conversely, offenders admitted to prison as probation violators, sex offenders, and offenders with more discipline convictions were significantly less likely to enter InnerChange. Further, InnerChange participants were, at the time of release, significantly more likely to be placed on work release and significantly less likely to participate in CIP. Lastly, release year was positively associated with entering InnerChange, which reflects the fact that program enrollment has increased over time. As shown in Table 2 , the difference in mean propensity score between InnerChange participants and non-participants was statistically significant at the .01 level.
Still, there was substantial overlap in propensity scores. Indeed, the vast majority of offenders in both groups (92 percent for InnerChange and 99 percent for nonparticipants) had propensity scores less than 0.25.
After obtaining propensity scores for the 13,484 offenders, a "greedy" matching procedure that utilized a without replacement method was used to match the InnerChange offenders with the non-participants. InnerChange offenders were matched to nonparticipants who had the closest propensity score (i.e., "nearest neighbor") within a caliper (i.e., range of propensity scores) of 0.10. Matches were found for all 366
InnerChange participants. Table 2 presents the covariate and propensity score means for both groups prior to matching ("total") and after matching ("matched"). In addition to tests of statistical significance ("t test p value"), Table 2 provides a measure ("Bias")
developed by Rosenbaum and Rubin (1985) the covariate is considered to be unbalanced (Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1985) . As shown in Table 2 , the matching procedure reduced the bias in propensity scores between the InnerChange and non-InnerChange offenders by 99 percent. Whereas the p value was 0.00 in the unmatched sample, it was 0.96 in the matched sample. In the unmatched sample, there were eight covariates that were significantly imbalanced (i.e., the bias values exceeded 20). But in the matched sample, covariate balance was achieved given that no covariates had bias values greater than 20.
Analysis
In analyzing recidivism, survival analysis models are preferable in that they utilize time-dependent data, which are important in determining not only whether offenders recidivate but also when they recidivate. As a result, this study uses a Cox regression model, which uses both "time" and "status" variables in estimating the impact of the independent variables on recidivism. For the analyses presented here, the "time"
variable measures the amount of time from the date of release until the date of first rearrest, reconviction, reincarceration, technical violation revocation, or December 31, 2010, for those who did not recidivate. The "status" variable, meanwhile, measures whether an offender recidivated (rearrest, reconviction, reincarceration for a new crime, and technical violation revocation) during the period in which he was at risk to recidivate.
In the analyses presented below, Cox regression models were estimated for each of the four recidivism measures. In addition, to determine whether the effectiveness of InnerChange varied across characteristics such as religious affiliation or offender race, interaction models were estimated for each measure of recidivism.
As shown later, the statistical models contain a relatively large number of predictors, which raises concerns about multicollinearity. 
The Impact of InnerChange on Recidivism
The results in Table 4 measures), offenders placed on work release (technical violation revocations), and those released to ISR (technical violation revocations). The risk (hazard) of revocation for a technical violation was significantly less, however, for Christian offenders (Catholic, Baptist, Lutheran, and other Christian) in comparison to those without a stated religious preference. In Table 5 , the results from the interaction models are presented. Because the rearrest model did not produce any statistically significant interactions, only the findings for the other three recidivism measures are shown. The results suggest that InnerChange was more effective for drug offenders (reconviction and new offense reincarceration), inmates who identified as other Christian (reconviction), offenders with more prior convictions (technical violation revocation) and those placed on ISR (technical violation revocation). The findings also suggest, however, that InnerChange was significantly less effective for offenders with higher LSI-R scores (reconviction), minority offenders (new offense reincarceration), and property offenders (technical violation revocation). Overall, however, the results from the interaction models did not yield consistent findings. With the exception of the drug offender-InnerChange interaction, which was statistically significant in the reconviction and new offense reincarceration models, the other interaction terms were significant for only one measure of recidivism.
InnerChange, Mentoring, and Recidivism
In an effort to better understand why InnerChange significantly reduced reoffending, mentoring data collected by program staff were examined. Because these data were not available for the comparison group, analyses were restricted to the 366 InnerChange participants. As such, the mentoring analyses will not definitively explain the significant recidivism differences observed here between the InnerChange and comparison groups. Moreover, the mentoring data may simply reflect that InnerChange participants who had mentors were more motivated than those who did not meet with a mentor. Still, examining these data may shed light on whether meeting with mentors in prison and/or the community was associated with reduced recidivism for InnerChange participants. The mentoring data indicate whether participants had mentors and, if so, whether they met with their mentors in prison, in the community, or both. Further analyses of the mentoring data may also elucidate some of the findings observed earlier regarding minority participants. As shown in Table 7 , two logistic regression models were estimated in which the outcome measures were 1) Prison Mentor
Only and 2) Mentor Continuum. When the predictors of participation in mentoring were examined, it was found that although minority participants had a positive, but nonsignificant, relationship with having only a mentor in prison, they were significantly less likely than white participants to have a continuum of mentoring support.
Conclusion
The findings reported here suggest the InnerChange program for male offenders in Minnesota is effective in reducing reoffending. Indeed, participation in InnerChange reduced the risk of reoffending by 26 percent for rearrest, 35 percent for reconviction, and 40 percent for new offense reincarceration. It was also found that InnerChange was, with one exception (other Christians in the reconviction model in Table 5 ), not significantly more or less effective for offenders from different religions (Christian and non-Christian) or even different denominations within the Christian faith. That nonChristian offenders did not do significantly worse is worth noting given that InnerChange is an explicitly Christian faith-based program. Still, the results showed that minority offenders were significantly less likely to enter InnerChange and did significantly worse for at least one measure of recidivism (new offense reincarceration). Analyses of the mentoring data suggest that one reason why minority participants may have fared worse is that they were significantly less likely to have a continuum of mentoring support, which was, in turn, significantly associated with a reduced risk of recidivism.
In their evaluation of the InnerChange program in Texas, Johnson and Larson (2003) found that, despite the relatively low rates of recidivism among program completers, it did not significantly reduce recidivism overall. Although this study also program, focus on high-risk offenders (or at least not exclude them), address the criminogenic needs of participants, and provide a behavioral intervention within a therapeutic community that delivers a continuum of care from the institution to the community. The findings from this evaluation thus underscore, once again, the importance of using evidence-based practices.
But does the need to apply proven and, more specifically, secular strategies diminish the value of religious faith in correctional programming? As noted earlier, existing research has found that religiosity is negatively associated with crime. Still, much of the evidence in support of this effect has come from populations that are not incarcerated. For those enmeshed in a criminal lifestyle, it may take more than Bible study or religious instruction to desist from crime. Indeed, offenders admitted to prison often have multiple barriers to overcome, including a lengthy history of chemical abuse and dependence as well as a lack of education, vocational skills, and legitimate work history. Moreover, because a criminal record presents a major obstacle in finding a job and a place to live, released offenders often experience a great deal of difficulty in securing steady employment and suitable housing (Bushway and Reuter, 2002; Pager, 2003) . Therefore, while participating in faith-based programming can engender spiritual transformation, provide inmates with a positive outlook, and give them a newfound sense of purpose and meaning in their lives (Johnson and Larson, 2003) , the programming must also address their criminogenic needs in order to help provide them with the skills and tools they need to stop committing crime.
It is also worth emphasizing, however, that all of the programming InnerChange provides, including that which addresses criminogenic needs, is delivered through the lens of a Christian perspective. Religiosity is associated with increased levels of wellbeing, purpose, and hope, which are powerful agents for change. Moreover, consistent with existing research on the connection between religious involvement and social ties (Ellison and Levin, 1998; Kerley and Copes, 2009; Smith, 2003) , the findings reported here suggest that providing a continuum of social support and, more narrowly, mentoring may be one of the main reasons why InnerChange decreases reoffending. That
InnerChange is a faith-based program likely bolsters its efforts to provide this continuum of social support, for the program relies heavily on volunteers from local faith communities to serve as mentors and help deliver evening programming (e.g., Bible study, discussion of life skills, etc.) to participants. Research has shown, for example, that religiosity is positively associated with volunteerism (Wilson and Janoski, 1995) . In light of the above, it is difficult to disentangle the secular from the spiritual in determining why InnerChange decreases reoffending.
Regardless of the uncertainty regarding the causal processes by which InnerChange reduces reoffending, the evidence presented here offers several implications for InnerChange and faith-based correctional programs in general. First, given the standardized InnerChange curriculum, the findings imply that other InnerChange programs may also be effective in reducing recidivism. However, because this evaluation focused on male offenders, it is unclear whether the results are generalizable to the three InnerChange programs that serve female offenders. Second, due to the association between mentoring and decreased reoffending found here, the results suggest that
InnerChange may be able to further improve recidivism outcomes by ensuring that more participants, especially minority offenders, receive a continuum of mentoring support.
Moreover, to better understand the impact of mentoring, future research should collect mentoring data not only on the offenders who participate in the program, but also on the non-participants in the comparison group. Third, although this evaluation did not include a cost-benefit analysis, it is worth emphasizing that InnerChange relies heavily on volunteers and program costs are privately funded. From a cost-benefit perspective, the program is appealing because it exacts little cost to the state while providing a tangible benefit in the form of reduced recidivism, which includes fewer incarceration and victimization costs. Finally, the evidence suggests that if other faith-based correctional programs adhere to evidence-based practices, they might also be effective in reducing recidivism. If future evaluations of faith-based correctional programs yield similarly positive results, then this type of programming may provide a cost-effective alternative that more states should consider implementing.
